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Motion to correct illegal sentence; sexual assault in first degree; risk of injury to

child; sexual assault in fourth degree; claim that trial court, in granting in part
motion to correct illegal sentence, improperly concluded that it was required,
pursuant to statute ([Rev. to 2001] § 53a-70 [b] [3], as amended by Public Acts
2002, No. 02-138 § 5), to resentence defendant to period of special parole for
conviction of sexual assault in first degree; claim that because requirement of
special parole for persons convicted of violating § 53a-70 (b) (3) was ‘‘settled
law’’ defendant should not be penalized for relying on established law, and that
it would amount to impermissible retroactive application of law if this court
were to apply Supreme Court cases decided during pendency of appeal; whether
defendant’s original sentence was illegal for lack of period of special parole;
reviewability of claim concerning classification of charge of sexual assault in
first degree as class A or class B felony.

State v. Sinclair . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1
Possession of narcotics with intent to sell by person who is not drug-dependent;

claim that certain police testimony was inadmissible testimonial hearsay; claim
that trial court violated defendant’s right to confrontation when it admitted into
evidence certain police testimony about vehicle used in drug transaction; claim
that court’s admission into evidence of certain police testimony about vehicle
used in drug transaction was not harmless beyond reasonable doubt; whether
prosecutorial impropriety denied defendant right to fair trial; claim that certain
police testimony constituted impermissible guilt by association evidence; whether
court abused discretion when it allowed police officer to testify that certain
individual involved in drug transaction was known heroin dealer.

State v. Torres (Memorandum Decision) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 901
State v. Williams-Bey . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 64

Motion to correct illegal sentence; reconsideration of prior decision in light of
Supreme Court decision; whether trial court properly dismissed motion to correct
illegal sentence on ground that it lacked jurisdiction to consider motion.

Suntech of Connecticut, Inc. v. Lawrence Brunoli, Inc. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 321
Contracts; breach of contract; motion to preclude; claim that trial court abused

discretion with respect to certain evidentiary rulings; whether plaintiff demon-
strated that it was harmed by subject rulings; whether trial court improperly
precluded certain witness from offering expert testimony; claim that trial court
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improperly denied plaintiff’s motion to disclose witness as expert witness because
it did not hold hearing on motion; whether trial court abused discretion by
reversing prior ruling granting plaintiff’s motion to preclude certain testimony
with respect to named defendant’s special defense of setoff; claim that trial court
erred by not adopting reasoning of Massachusetts trial court decision in adjudi-
cating plaintiff’s claim that it was damaged by named defendant’s delay of
completion of subject construction project.

Teixeira v. Home Depot, Inc. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 594
Workers’ compensation; retaliatory discharge pursuant to statute (§ 31-290a); claim

that Workers’ Compensation Commissioner abused discretion in denying plain-
tiff’s request for continuance on day of trial; claim that Workers’ Compensation
Commissioner improperly dismissed claim because plaintiff had not met burden
of proof that discharge was retaliatory for exercising rights under act.

Theodore v. Lifeline Systems Co. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 291
Negligence; contracts; products liability; whether trial court properly granted

motions for directed verdict and determined that plaintiff failed to present evi-
dence sufficient to satisfy essential element of causation; whether plaintiff failed
to establish unbroken sequence of events causally flowing from defendants’ alleged
negligent acts to decedent’s death; whether evidence presented failed to establish
cause of decedent’s death; reviewability of claim that trial court improperly
excluded certain evidence.

Thurlow v. Hulten . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 694
Quiet title; easement; injunction; trespass; declaratory relief; adoption of trial court’s

memorandum of decision as proper statement of facts and applicable law on
issues.

Townsend v. Hardy . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 779
Violation of prisoner’s constitutional rights; sexual harassment; prisoner’s first

amendment retaliation claim under 42 U.S.C. § 1983; prisoner’s eighth amend-
ment claim for protection from cruel and unusual punishment under 42 U.S.C.
§ 1983; whether plaintiff’s claim of sexual harassment and eighth amendment
claim for protection from cruel and unusual punishment failed as matter of law;
whether trial court erred in rendering summary judgment in favor of defendant
prison officials on plaintiff’s claims relating to allegedly retaliatory conduct of
defendants after plaintiff filed his complaint for sexual harassment and reported
defendant correction officer’s conduct to state police; elements of first amendment
retaliation claim by prisoner under 42 U.S.C. 1983, set forth and discussed.

US Bank National Assn. v. Brouillard (Memorandum Decision) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 904
U.S. Bank, National Assn., Trustee v. Nelson . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 34

Foreclosure; whether trial court properly denied motions to open judgment of strict
foreclosure and to dismiss underlying foreclosure action; whether motion to open
must be heard, and not merely filed, prior to vesting of title; whether, once law
day passed, title to property vested in plaintiff.


